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1 If you do not have access to the Internet, you
may obtain a copy of the system adopted by
Canadian Council on Animal Care or the system
proposed by the Humane Society of the United
States by contacting the person listed under FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT at the beginning of
this document.

To provide these data, each research
facility must assess the potential for
animal pain or distress associated with
the proposed procedures. This
assessment is performed prospectively
(i.e., before the procedure) and typically
forms the basis for the pain and distress
report provided by the facility to USDA.
The assessment, therefore, is an estimate
based on professional judgment,
knowledge, and experience, and the
resulting report may or may not
accurately reflect the conditions the
animals actually experience. The
research facility can, as an option,
retrospectively (i.e., during or after the
procedure) assess the animal pain and
distress observed and report these
results. We do not know how often
facilities perform retrospective
reporting.

There is no provision in the current
classification system to address some
areas identified by the research
community and animal advocacy
groups. For example, the current system
does not include a means to report:

• An assessment of the relative
intensity or duration of pain or distress
either observed in the animal or
anticipated to be experienced by the
animal;

• An assessment of the anticipated or
observed efficacy of the pain- or
distress-relieving agent provided to
animals undergoing a painful or
distressful procedure;

• A distinction between procedures
causing animal pain and procedures
causing animal distress;

• Animals that were prevented from
experiencing pain or distress by the
appropriate and effective use of pain- or
distress-relieving methods or
procedures (e.g., well-anesthetized
animals that undergo terminal surgery);

• Animals that did not experience
pain or distress due to the appropriate
and effective use of pain- or distress-
relieving methods or procedures other
than anesthetic, analgesic, or
tranquilizing agents;

• Animals that experience unrelieved
pain or distress for a reason other than
that the use of anesthetic, analgesic, or
tranquilizing drugs would have
adversely affected the procedures,
results, experiments, surgery, or tests; or

• Animals that experience pain or
distress without having been used in a
procedure (e.g., illness in animals that
have been genetically altered to develop
disease).

We are aware of several alternative
pain and distress classification systems.
For example, the system adopted by the
Canadian Council on Animal Care,
‘‘Categories of Invasiveness in Animal
Experiments,’’ may be viewed on the

Internet at http://www.ccac.ca/english/
categ.htm. The system proposed by the
Humane Society of the United States
may be viewed on the Internet at http:/
/hsus.org/programs/research/
usda_proposed_scale.html.1 Other
classification systems, varying greatly in
complexity, are in use in other
countries, such as Switzerland and
Sweden.

Modifying the current USDA system,
in lieu of replacing it, could also be an
option. This could involve replacing or
redefining the existing categories to:

• Separately report pain and distress;
• Quantify pain and distress intensity

and duration;
• Separately classify anesthetized or

otherwise treated animals undergoing
potentially painful procedures but not
experiencing pain or distress; or

• Modify the system in other ways.
We invite your comments on adding

a definition for distress to the
regulations and replacing or modifying
our animal pain and distress
classification system. We are
particularly interested in soliciting
comments addressing the following
questions:

1. Would adding a definition for
distress to the regulations help
institutions using animals for research,
testing, or teaching better recognize,
minimize, and report animal distress?

2. If a definition for distress is added
to the regulations, what key elements
should be included in that definition?

3. What are the benefits and
limitations of our pain and distress
classification system?

4. Should our animal pain and
distress classification system be
modified or replaced? If so, what
specific modifications or alternate
classification systems should we
consider?

5. Should animal pain and distress be
prospectively or retrospectively
reported?

Written comments should be
submitted within the 60-day comment
period specified in this document (see
DATES and ADDRESSES).

Executive Order 12866

This action has been reviewed under
Executive Order 12866. The action has
been determined to be not significant for
the purposes of Executive Order 12866
and, therefore, has not been reviewed by
the Office of Management and Budget.

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 2131–2159; 7 CFR 2.22,
2.80, and 371.2(g).

Done in Washington, DC, this 3rd day of
July 2000.
Bobby R. Acord,
Acting Administrator, Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service.
[FR Doc. 00–17280 Filed 7–7–00; 8:45 am]
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SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) has received and
requests public comment on a petition
for rulemaking filed by the Union of
Concerned Scientists (petitioner). The
petition has been docketed by the
Commission and has been assigned
Docket No. PRM–54–1. The petitioner
requests that the NRC regulations
governing requirements for renewal of
operating licenses for nuclear power
plants be amended to address potential
concerns about aging degradation of
liquid and gaseous radioactive waste
systems. The petitioner believes the
degradation from aging of piping and
components of liquid and gaseous
radioactive waste systems at nuclear
power facilities may result in an
increased probability and/or
consequences from design and licensing
bases events.
DATES: Submit comments by September
25, 2000. Comments received after this
date will be considered if it is practical
to do so, but assurance of consideration
cannot be given except as to comments
received on or before this date.
ADDRESSES: Submit comments to:
Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555.
Attention: Rulemaking and
Adjudications staff.

Deliver comments to 11555 Rockville
Pike, Rockville, Maryland, between 7:30
am and 4:15 pm on Federal workdays.

For a copy of the petition, write:
David L. Meyer, Chief, Rules and
Directives Branch, Division of
Administrative Services, Office of
Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555–
0001. Documents related to this action
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are available for public inspection at the
NRC Public Document Room (PDR)
located at the Gelman Building, 2012 L
Street, NW, Washington, DC 20555.
Documents created or received at the
NRC after November 1, 1999 are also
available electronically at the NRC’s
Public Electronic Reading Room on the
Internet at http://www.nrc.gov/NRC/
ADAMS/index.html. From this site, the
public can gain entry into the NRC’s
Agencywide Document Access and
Management System (ADAMS), which
provides text and image files of NRC’s
public documents. For more
information, contact the NRC Public
Document Room (PDR) Reference staff
at 1–800–397–4209, or 202–634–3273,
or by email to pdr@nrc.gov.

You may also provide comments via
the NRC’s interactive rulemaking
website through the NRC home page
(http://ruleforum.llnl.gov). This site
provides the availability to view and
upload comments as files (any format),
if your web browser supports that
function. For information about the
interactive rulemaking website, contact
Ms. Carol Gallagher, (301) 415–5905 (e-
mail: CAG@nrc.gov).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David L. Meyer, Office of
Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555.
Telephone: 301–415–7162 or Toll Free:
1–800–368–5642 or E-mail:
DLM1@NRC.GOV.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission

received a petition for rulemaking dated
May 3, 2000, submitted by the Union of
Concerned Scientists (petitioner). The
petitioner requests that the regulations
governing renewal of operating licenses
for nuclear power plants in 10 CFR parts
51 and 54 be amended to address
potential concerns relating to
degradation through aging of piping and
components of liquid and gaseous
radioactive waste systems at operating
nuclear power plants. This petition was
included as part of a document in which
the petitioner details concerns related to
the review of the license renewal
application submitted by the owner of
the Hatch Nuclear Plant. Specifically,
the petitioner is concerned that the
license renewal application for the
Hatch facility has not addressed
deficiencies it believes exists in the
aging management of the liquid and
gaseous radioactive waste (radwaste)
systems. The petitioner concludes that
the requirements pertaining to renewal
of operating licenses for nuclear power
plants do not adequately address

degradation from aging of liquid and
gaseous radioactive waste systems. The
petitioner requests that the regulations
in 10 CFR part 51 and part 54 be
amended to clarify that liquid and
gaseous radioactive waste systems must
be covered by aging management
programs during license renewal
periods.

The NRC has determined that the
petition meets the threshold sufficiency
requirements for a petition for
rulemaking under 10 CFR 2.802. The
petition has been docketed as PRM–54–
1. The NRC is soliciting public comment
on the petition for rulemaking.

Discussion of the Petition
The petitioner states that in 10 CFR

part 51, appendix B to subpart A,
‘‘Environmental Effect of Renewing the
Operating License of a Nuclear Power
Plant,’’ the NRC concluded that
radiation exposures to the public and
occupational exposures to workers
during the license renewal term will
continue at levels below regulatory
limits. The petitioner believes that this
conclusion is based on an assumption
that the piping and components of the
liquid and gaseous radioactive waste
systems at nuclear power plants do not
experience greater failure rates during
the license renewal term.

Using the case of a recent license
renewal application, the petitioner cites
the Hatch Nuclear Plant as an example
in contending that the plant is being
operated outside its design and
licensing bases because the material
condition of piping and components of
the liquid (Contention No. 1) and
gaseous (Contention No. 2) radioactive
waste systems are not being properly
inspected and maintained. In its request
for a generic communication by the NRC
to all nuclear power plant owners about
potential aging degradation of liquid
and gaseous radioactive waste systems,
the petitioner indicates that the
Millstone facility received an
Information Notice in 1979 regarding
liquid radwaste system problems that
the petitioner believes was ignored. The
petitioner notes that in 1996 the
Millstone facility received another
Information Notice also regarding
degradation problems with the liquid
radwaste system.

The petitioner believes that from its
review of the license renewal
applications submitted by the owners of
the Calvert Cliffs, Oconee, and Hatch
facilities, it appears that 10 CFR
54.4(a)(1)(iii) has been interpreted to
exclude the liquid and gaseous
radioactive waste systems from aging
management consideration. The
petitioner requests that NRC amend 10

CFR parts 51 and 54 to clarify that the
liquid and gaseous radioactive waste
systems must be covered by aging
management programs during the
license renewal term. The petitioner
believes that regulations imposing aging
management for these systems are
necessary to ensure that these systems
do not experience greater failure rates
that could result in an increased
probability and/or consequences from
design bases events.

The Petitioner’s Conclusions
The petitioner has concluded that the

NRC requirements governing renewal of
operating licenses of nuclear power
facilities do not adequately address
degradation that may result from aging
of liquid and gaseous radioactive waste
systems. The petitioner has also
concluded that the degradation by aging
of these systems may result in an
increased probability of adverse
consequences from design and licensing
bases events. The petitioner requests
that the regulations in 10 CFR part 54
and part 51, if appropriate, be amended
to clarify that liquid and gaseous
radwaste systems must be covered by
aging management programs during the
license renewal term of an operating
nuclear power facility.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 3rd day
of July, 2000.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Andrew L. Bates,
Acting Secretary of the Commission.
[FR Doc. 00–17340 Filed 7–7–00; 8:45 am]
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Airworthiness Directives; Boeing
Model 767 Series Airplanes Powered
by Pratt & Whitney Engines
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ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: This document proposes the
adoption of a new airworthiness
directive (AD) that is applicable to
certain Boeing Model 767 series
airplanes powered by Pratt & Whitney
engines. This proposal would require
modification of the nacelle strut and
wing structure. This action is necessary
to prevent fatigue cracking in primary
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